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Neyazh V- Rios; ex al.

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED
. D) Was +he Appellate (ommissioners justified n having denied
Peritones’s applicaton foc appellate  Court fumﬂ Lees —0n +he basis of
”..3\ven all the cicumstances, inchuding . the numbes of cwil app-
eols which have been Lied bj appellant only to be dismissed by
Yhe Court for vosious feasons omd lack of any colovable claim
of ercor hece...'?

2) Was the Appellare Commissioner justified in dismissing
Retihones's rppeal m the ;\bt(‘[ﬁdib‘h:ﬂﬂa‘ ﬂrowmds of need foe Secvice
of +he Lied notice of appeal ppon all advecse posties —when, as
Perituner made i+ cleac in dheic filed notice of appeal, and
05 was ue, based m the fack of Respordents not being
advesse 'H’\ﬂj neves howéwﬁ appeare,d i any lower Citowit
Coust proceedings (4hece beéwxﬂ none held ), nof i the case
at o, nevec having been gecved of summened (+ne lowes
Citeuy Coushr Case having been dismissed for want of
?(OSQC,\,C\"LO\’\) G laek of suviceAGr oppensance oc

Respmden{')? upon

3) Was $he OTeaoV\ Su?ceme Court jwsi-i-(—’ie,d in Pe&sing
o Sravv\' feview —even Hioug h +he A\oPellac‘re, Commissiones™s
dismissal wos Completely atbitvary ond un“_\wsi"\{-’iecl by

e loawo 2
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Heyazi V. Rips; et al.

LIST OF PARTIES

[v{ All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of

all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this
petition is as follows:

RELATED CASES

Hejozi V. Rips, Police, Lane, and Eugene,
No. 200V1BIB3, Lane County Cirewd Coust (Oregon).
Ju&gemw entered Okobes 13, 2020. '

He&az,\ V. Rios, Police, Lane, and Euﬂ@ne,

No. AIF4a43, Oregon Court o€ Appeals.
JV\&Seme.M' enteced on VDecewmbesr 13, 2020.
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\_\@:‘az\ \K R'\OS') ex al.

IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ 1 reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported, or,
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix to

the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.
|

[\(F‘or cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix _A_ tothe petition and is

[ ] reported at ; OF,

[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

{Vf is unpublished.

The opinion of the Ocreqon S“?N’mef Coust court

appears at Appendix B to the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; or,
{\]/{has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
is unpublished.

Page, b of 13 \



Wejazi v- Ries; etal.

JURISDICTION

[ ] For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[v{ For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was Mgy 20, 20 21
L . J
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix .

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
, and a copy of the order denying rehearing

appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date) in
Application No. A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

2.
Pase F of 13




Hejazi V. R'\OS; etal.

CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED
Ocegon Revised Statutes (0Rs) 21.bBZ glanting +hat +he

Loy “... oy waoive o¢ defece aWl oc pact p£ the Lees and
Loust 0SYS poayable tv +he Coud by A Qacfhy in o Clvil acton '
ORS 194. 250 (1)(#) and Oregon Revised Appeliate Proc-
eedures (ORAP) 2.05 (?3) bodh 5+a+in3, “I1e the appellant
has designated foc wckusion n +he Cecocd all of +he H4estim-
Doy and e mskuctns given amd Tequested, no statement
ol the 90‘m+s Caaims of ecroc'T 1o necess oy C'in +he notice
ot appe.ov\']”-
Each of ORS (9, 2?'0(2)[&)) 14,240 (2.)(a), IQ.ZEO(l)
(e)(d), 19.500, and ORAP 2.05 (10)(a) all stoting, o a
notice LserviceT om all pacties wWho have appeoced n
Yoo attun, Suit, of proceeding Lor 7., who have appesced
w the il Couck "1~ Sething fRorth dhe WOt and
extensively held sgppeliate law Aockofine and plinciple:
Yok an  0dvecse ?aC&B\ is one adverse to an appellant
(o ok\;?e'ad),

Page B of \3



Hejazh V- Rios; at al.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
On Novembver 10, 2020 Petitines iled an appeal on o lower
Coust detioon, Hae lowes Loutt howing erted n dlsmissing Getrhonerss
swik for lack of Service, wnile hoving obstcucted said Secvice
Leomn ~\*0~K’m3 Place-—\oxj a\em:s'mg Peritones's sheciffrs secuice fee
defereal o wawer a?p\‘woarebﬂ (essential 4o PeXioner gwen +heir
weocceration, prose, omd ‘ndigent smms) on eLroneous 3ro4,mds
meriting appeal . '

On Decembes \%, 2020 the Appeltate Commissumes
denied Yelivoner's awﬂicaﬁon @N‘ appellate Contt -@ltiv\s Loe
defoccal o6 wower, as well as determined, on theic bwn, With-
owk justificaton, wor Pae Lfacks +o substantiate the determin-
d/\'(/bﬂ, ot Qespmerd—s were odvecse 9M+tés~md So needed
Yo have been Served with Petitioness notice 04 appeal —-Hws
dismissing 5aid appeal foc lack of jurisdickion.

Qetihoner Sought a Ceconsidecahsn amd ladec Oregon Supe-
eme Courk review (both denied) o the grounds . +hat: on the
Qe defeccal o waives (BRS 21.682) the Appellate Commissio-
ner detecmined thex deniad Lo +oo broadly (o an nconceivabie
dgg(‘ee,), with Loctual ecroce w so foc as atl of Pe-hhlo'ner’,s
oppeals 0Ofe W Some stotus of abeﬂance) ?ceser«(a:h/on, oY
Ceview, Omd there bewg wo legal fequicement fo Weatify o
Lolstovle clawm of eccol v a notice of appeal designating o
Ly Xciad touck vecosd (ORS \&. 280 (1) (£) ana 2.05 (?))). on the
Secyice \5Sue, Respendents wece not adverse, no¢ uld be,
b, |
| Pase 94 of 13 !



Beyozi v Rios et al.

nNeves \\ow‘mg a??"—a‘“ noC been Secved o€ summoned ‘w +he
Suik a??ea\ed, ond +hat- Petitoner had made Hais Pec&c-t—ts
eAear n el nokice of appeal; Citing ORS Q. 270 (2)(2),
\q,240 (2)(a), 13.250 (1)(c)(d), [4.500, and ORAP 2.085 (10)
(), ntding and supptcting the appellate docrorine,
Mot an adverse Poshy 1S One adverse to an appellant
(of ags?e.a\B*«

|

* goe (scones N. Shippy, 218 oce. blb, 300
P.2d Hu2, 195b Ore. Lexis 214 (o¢. 145b);
holding that boly adverse pocties need be
Seryed.



Hejazs v- Rios; et al.

REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION |
Appe\\aﬁe Commissiimer’s demal of Peritoner's &@‘Plicm’hﬂ;ﬂ Lor
oppellate Loo delecral o wWaives Conwnot be ;\\,Lgﬂ@.@d n Fhat the
ceosons sutfer Leom \oe‘mg (&) unﬁaﬁhoma\olg bcoad, €ncompassivy
A Ye Geowmstances; (b) being @ac/wm% mwvalld, being kased
VpoN D LDNeDUS tondention Hot Petitoner’s appeals were
achually - dismissed, whereas oM of Hnem were in some state
o 0%\50\'\’\% (6Vt€w) ond () bcmﬂ legoulhj UV\J\A,SleeA) whece -
foce  claims of colotable erroC Need tnly have been set forth
(€ less than Yhe entire lowes COWSt recorda had been desig-
nated, omd hat Was not the Case; yer in oMl ways +he
P@M'/ener s mpp\'tcaw WAS JU@'H\O(&A and nec,e,gs@,y_
Also, w reality Pekitbner had made it ecplicitly cleog
W Wis notice 08 appeal, that (@) Respoadents wece not ady-
erse, (b) having newel appesced in, ni beeo Sefved or Summ=
pred i the lowes Cicowit coust case undeflying Pettheners
appenl, Nov D¥heC WIS in any lowed 8%y axt Coust proceeding
(oi whith thete were nene)—the tase having been dismissed
Loc wound of prosecuton, fr lack of service om Hhe Restdm+5
(the eirewd court erring n fefuswy shecléfis service foe defecr-
ol of wawel — plompting Peritbnerts appeat)- Petihoner Lxpressing
We Some W thels Teceasideratdn and Guoseguent petion Qo
feviewsj Citing +he celevant pnd antharitatue lows ond
OVQQe,\\out% doctorine. |
%ws"ﬁrppeikoﬁe Commissionesr was plainly W efrol; an Lssue

Page 1\ O‘C |3



\—\e,’Aaz\ \ R‘«os-) et al.

of oshiary, Capcicious, amd anacchistic Jurispiudence and judlelal
decistn Making ™, whenefoce +he Oregonian appellote Cowds
distected and misapplied +he law; whertin a good Laith
mefitocions appeal s belng disallowed on Clompletely
parofeouns ronstunals o€ Wwak INGS cFrue of needed 4o
e Wappened —of dhe broadest Socad WneLESY png

wapact; lest the rule of law be abandoned.

This Gust should grawk weit, 50 to oficm the
wpotonce of {aic and due plocess in Pfoceed ings—
Lo disatow appelate  Cousts Lrom boldly and wrongly
W\OuK'w\g Up  Ceasons Lo devemmmg an appeal to be
\weco\:.ec\5 Loed — all ¢ no goed Ceason whatsoenel;
O(‘e%Oﬂ hefein MKln3 o mookery of Justice.

*Es?ec\a\LB demonstcate d \O:\) e Lact Haat
Ow.gw\"s m??e\,&w*re Cousts oa\low muwitiple appeats
whnhese No NON— AANErSE PO\('\’('C-S oe  Sered Wit

oy notice of appeal— conteary Yo the demands
mode. W - Yhe CaSe i issue. |

.
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\'\QSM-\ N RLos; ex al. |

CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

Hamid Michael Hgazi
 Date: | /4(4(9(151" '8’. 2021




